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percent of the new parliament will con-
sist of women. The women are guaran-
teed equal rights in the constitution,
equal rights between men and women.
It is a very, very positive statement.
Here is another: ““lraqi Women Groups
Take to the Streets.”

Iraqi women representing 55 women
groups and organizations from all over
Irag gathered at Fardus Square this
morning to sign a petition against res-
olution 137 to demand equal rights and
fair, unbiased representation, at least
40 percent, in the future lraqi transi-
tional council, governorate and munic-
ipal councils. Forty percent. They are
not satisfied with what they got in Af-
ghanistan with 25. They want at least
40 percent.

The sit-in was organized by the Su-
preme Council of Iraqi Women, the Ad-
visory Committee for Women Affairs,
and the Iragi Women Network. Other
noted women groups were present such
as the Iragi Contemporary Women
Movement, Organization for Women
Freedom in lIraq, lraqi Hope Associa-

tion, Independent Women Organiza-
tion, Women’s Union of Kurdistan,
Kurdistan Free Women Movement,

Iragi Women Revival Organization, and
the Iraqgi Students and Youth Union.
Over 55 different groups. Think of it, in
a very short period of time, the number
of organizations that are forming and
learning how to participate in rep-
resentative government. They will
make mistakes, but they are going
through a very constructive process.
They are learning how to express their
voice in a meaningful way that they
have not had the opportunity to do.

Several women activists gave speech-
es. Planning Minister Dr. Mahdi Al-
Hafudh shyly gave a brief word of sup-
port and signed the petition. It got in-
teresting when a woman in a burga
showed up at the gathering with her
three kids. Remember, this is all on
their Internet, the Web pages. Report-
ers all stormed forward trying to inter-
view her. Her husband was imprisoned
for years by the former regime for po-
litical reasons, only to be executed in
the end and for her to pay for the bul-
lets. A very heart-rending story. She
held his death certificate, as you can
see in the pictures. She said, we didn’t
wait all these years without the most
basic rights to be denied them now. An
Arab reporter asked her if she was
Sunni or Shiite.
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Her quote: “‘I'm neither,” she
snapped at him. ‘I'm an lIraqi citizen
first and foremost, and | refuse to be
asked such a question.’

“AYS, and I, skulked around Fardus
square and took pictures. Omar joined
us later. We signed the petition against
Resolution 137 and the woman offered
us a rose. If you want to sign it, there
is an on-line petition which you can
find at this site. Equality in lraq. The
petitions are to be submitted to Paul
Bremer, and Kofi Annan later this
week. Bremer has made it known that
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he will veto any law that will not rec-
ognize basic civil freedoms, but Resolu-
tion 137 is yet to be vetoed.

“You can find pictures of the gath-
ering’’ as well.

Communication and representative
government and participation is alive
and well, as the other e-mail indicated
and closed, ‘“‘Behold, one little beau-
tiful flower of new Mesopotamian na-
tionalism blossoms. More will follow.”
Let us hope and pray that that is ex-
actly what will happen in Iraq. There is
a tremendous amount of work that has
been accomplished in Irag. There is a
tremendous amount of work that has
been accomplished in Afghanistan.
There is a tremendous amount of work
that needs to still occur for those flow-
ers, additional blossoms, to bloom. But
that is what we are working for so that
these folks can have a representative
government, a new and free Irag and a
new and free Afghanistan.

———————

THE DISPARITIES IN WEALTH AND
INCOME

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BisHopP of Utah). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 7, 2003,
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
SANDERS) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, as the
only Independent in the House of Rep-
resentatives, my views are a little bit
different than many of my Democratic
and Republican colleagues. So | want
to share some thoughts today,
thoughts that are not necessarily often
expressed here on the floor of the
House or often expressed, unfortu-
nately, in our corporately controlled
media. Also | would like to mention to
Members of the House that if they need
any further information on any of the
issues that we are going to be dis-
cussing they can get it from our Web
site which is www.Bernie.house.gov.

Mr. Speaker, the corporate media
does not talk about it terribly much,
and we do not talk about it terribly
often here on the floor of the House,
but the United States of America is
rapidly becoming three separate na-
tions. We are becoming a Nation which
has an increasingly wealthy elite com-
posed of a small number of people with
incredible wealth and power. That is
one part of our Nation. The other part
of our Nation is a middle class, the
vast majority of our people, and that
part of our society is shrinking. Middle
class is shrinking. The average worker
in America is working longer hours for
lower wages. And the third part of our
society, the low-income people, what
we are seeing is a substantial increase
in poverty, and we are seeing millions
and millions of the poorest people in
this country struggling hard just to
keep their heads above water. One
America incredibly rich, another
America working longer hours for low
wages, another America struggling
hard to make ends meet.

Mr. Speaker, there has always been a
wealthy elite in this country. That is
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not new. And there has always been a
gap between the rich and the poor. But
the disparities in wealth and income
that currently exist in this country
today have not been seen since the
1920s. In other words, instead of becom-
ing a more egalitarian Nation with a
growing middle class, we are becoming
a Nation with by far the most unequal
distribution of wealth and income in
the entire industrialized world. It is
not England with its royalty. It is the
United States of America which has
the most unequal distribution of
wealth and income of major countries.

Today, the wealthiest 1 percent of
Americans own more wealth than the
bottom 95 percent. The wealthiest 1
percent, yes, that is right, the wealthi-
est 1 percent own more wealth than the
bottom 95 percent. The CEOs of our
largest corporations now earn 500 times
what their workers are making, while
their employees are being squeezed,
being forced to pay more for their
health insurance, while pensions are
being cut back for workers, while re-
tiree benefits are being cut.

The CEOs of large corporations are
making out like bandits. And I am not
just talking about the crooks who ran
Enron or WorldCom or Arthur Ander-
sen. | am talking about the highly re-
spected CEOs like the retired former
head of General Electric, Jack Welch,
who, when he retired in 2000, he re-
ceived $123 million in compensation
and a $10-million-a-year pension ben-
efit for his lifetime, and meanwhile he
cut back on the jobs that GE had in
America and shipped substantial
amounts of those jobs over to China
and Mexico. But he did take good care
of his own needs.

And | am talking about Lou Gerstner
of IBM. He is the former head of IBM,
who, from 1997 to 2002, received $366
million in compensation while slashing
the pension benefits of his employees.

I am talking about people like C.A.
Heimbold, Jr. of Bristol-Myers Squibb,
who received almost $75 million in 2001
while helping to make it almost impos-
sible for many seniors in our country
to afford the outrageously high cost of
prescription drugs.

Mr. Speaker, we do not talk about
this issue enough, but we should, and
that is that today the Nation’s 13,000
wealthiest families, who constitute 1/
100 of 1 percent of the population, a
tiny, tiny percentage of Americans, re-
ceive almost as much income as the
bottom 20 million families in the
United States of America; 1/100 of 1 per-
cent receive as much income as the
bottom 20 million families. And | defy
anyone to tell me that that is in any
way fair or that is in any way what the
United States is supposed to be.

New data from the Congressional
Budget Office, the CBO, shows that the
gap between the rich and the poor in
terms of income more than doubled
from 1979 to the year 2000. In other
words, we are moving in exactly the
wrong direction. The gap is such that
the wealthiest 1 percent had more
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money to spend after taxes than the
bottom 40 percent.

Mr. Speaker, according to data from
the CBO, between 1973 and 2000, the av-
erage real inflation-accounted-for in-
come of the bottom 90 percent of Amer-
ican taxpayers actually declined by 7
percent, the average worker seeing a
decline. Meanwhile, the income of the
top 1 percent rose by 148 percent. The
income of the top %0 of 1 percent rose
by 343 percent, and the income of the
top %00 Of 1 percent rose by 599 percent.

I know | am throwing out a lot of fig-
ures, and | suspect that I am boring
some people, but the important point
to be made here is the middle class is
shrinking, and the people at the very
top are doing extraordinarily well.

Mr. Speaker, when | was growing up,
the expectation was that for someone
in the middle class, that person in that
family would be working 40 hours a
week and would earn enough money to
take care of the needs of a family. One
person, 40 hours a week, earning
enough money to take care of the
whole family. | think, Mr. Speaker, we
can all agree that that is no longer the
reality for very many families in this
country. What has happened is, because
of the shrinking of the middle class,
the decline in real wages, it is very
rare indeed in my State of Vermont or
in any State in this country that we
see a situation in which both people in
a marriage are not now forced to work,
leaving kids at home or in child care.

In terms of what is happening to the
middle class, we have lost over 3 mil-
lion private sector jobs in the last 3
years, and with over 8 million workers
unemployed, the unemployment rate
today is at 5.4 percent. But | think we
all know that that unemployment, the
official unemployment statistic, very
much understates the reality facing
workers in America. Today if one is
living in a high unemployment area,
and if they have given up looking for
work, they are not a statistic. If they
are working part time and want to
work full time, but there are no full-
time jobs available, they are not a sta-
tistic. So the reality is that real unem-
ployment is substantially higher than
official statistics indicate.

In addition, of course, there are mil-
lions of Americans today with a college
degree or higher education degrees who
are working at jobs that require far
less education than their abilities
would provide.

Mr. Speaker, here is a point that |
want to spend a little bit of time on:
Importantly, over the last 3 years, of
the 3.3 million private sector jobs that
have been lost, over 2.8 million of those
jobs were in the manufacturing sector.
And one of the reasons for that is that
we have a disastrous trade policy
which almost tells corporate America,
leave the United States of America, go
to China, go to Mexico, go to some dis-
parate Third World country where peo-
ple are paid pennies an hour. That is
what we want them to do.

The reality is that NAFTA has failed,
our membership in the World Trade Or-
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ganization has failed, and perhaps,
above all, permanent normal trade re-
lations with China has failed.

Mr. Speaker, the time is now, and it
is long overdue for the United States
Congress to stand up to corporate
America, to stand up to the President
of the United States, to stand up to the
editorial writers all over this country
who year after year after year have
told us how wonderful unfettered free
trade is, how many new jobs would be
created. The results are in. They are
wrong. Unfettered free trade has been a
disaster for working Americans. It has
been a disaster for the middle class.
And it is high time we understood that.
It is high time we ended our disastrous
trade policies and begin to negotiate
trade policies that work not just for
corporate America, not just for CEOs
who make huge compensation pack-
ages, but trade policies that are fair for
the working people of this country.

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that is
not talked about enough, is not talked
about enough, is a very simple ques-
tion, and the question is this: If in the
last 20 or 30 years we have seen an ex-
plosion of technology, if we have seen
the development of sophisticated com-
puters, we have seen the development
of e-mail, we have seen faxes, we have
seen cell phones, we have seen satellite
communications, we have seen robotics
in factories, we are a Nation which has
experienced a huge increase in produc-
tivity.
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My question is, if the average worker
today is far more productive than he or
she was 20 years ago, why is that work-
er not working shorter hours and earn-
ing more money, rather than, in fact,
working longer hours and earning less
money? Why is it that in 1973 the aver-
age American worker in inflation-ac-
counted-for wages made $14.09 an hour,
while in 1998 he or she made only $12.77
an hour? There is something wrong
when productivity is exploding and
workers are earning less in real wages.

In terms of manufacturing, we have,
unbelievably but true, we have in the
last 3 years lost 16 percent, 16 percent,
of the jobs in our manufacturing sec-
tor. At 14.3 million jobs, we are at the
lowest number of factory jobs since
1950, since 1950. In my own State of
Vermont, one of the smallest States in
this country, we have lost some 9,300
manufacturing jobs since 2001. And
here is the tragedy: We are not, when
we lose manufacturing jobs, just losing
jobs; we are losing good-paying jobs. In
Vermont, for example, on average,
someone working in manufacturing
makes over $42,000 a year. That is a de-
cent income. And when that employee
loses his or her job, in almost every in-
stance the new job that is acquired
pays less than the job that has been
lost and provides lower benefits.

So when we look at the economy, as
important as it is to look at the rate of
unemployment, it is equally important
to look at the jobs that are being lost
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and what they paid and the new jobs
that are being created and what they
pay.

In that regard, a recent study by the
Economic Policy Institute showed that
in 48 out of our 50 States, more good-
paying jobs were lost than were cre-
ated. Nationally what they discovered
is that new jobs created paid 21 percent
less than the jobs that were being lost.
We are losing decent-paying manufac-
turing jobs, good benefits; we are grow-
ing low-wage service industry jobs,
poor benefits. In my State of Vermont,
those numbers are higher. The new jobs
being created are 29 percent less than
the jobs we are losing.

Now, when we talk about the econ-
omy, the $64 question on everybody’s
mind should be, what is going on for
the future? What is going on for the fu-
ture? Will the new jobs that are being
created for our kids and our grand-
children be challenging jobs, be impor-
tant jobs, be jobs that provide them
with a middle-class standard of living?
Those are the questions that parents
are asking all over America; what kind
of jobs will be available for our kids or
our grandchildren?

Every 2 years the Bureau of Labor
Statistics does a study, and what their
study is about is to project and to
study what new jobs will be created in
largest numbers over the next 10 years.
They just completed a study covering
the years 2002 to 2012. In other words,
the question is, in what occupations
are we going to see the most job
growth, and what occupations will we
see the least job growth?

Let me quote from Business Week as
to what the results of that study
showed: ‘‘According to a forecast re-
leased February 11 by the Federal Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, a large share
of new jobs will be in occupations that
do not require a lot of education and
pay below average.” Pay below aver-
age. That is what is being projected in
terms of new jobs for our Kids.

Think for a moment. All of this tech-
nology, all of this emphasis on edu-
cation, and the new jobs that are going
to be created pay below average. Of the
10 occupations that are expected to
grow the most, only 2 would require a
bachelor’s degree; 1 of those 10 jobs re-
quires an associate degree, 7 require a
high school degree.

So the conclusion there, the reality
there, is that many of the new jobs
being created for the future are waiters
jobs and waitresses jobs, food prepara-
tion jobs, customer service representa-
tives, jobs that require on-the-job
training, jobs that do not require a col-
lege education and jobs that are low
wage.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, it tells
us that a profound lie is being per-
petrated on the American people. It
tells us that unless we change our pub-
lic policies very quickly, the middle
class will continue to shrink, and the
jobs being created for the coming gen-
erations will, by and large, be low-
wage, unskilled work. That is not the



H684

America that | want to see for our kids
or grandchildren, nor do | think that is
the America that most Americans
want to see.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when we talk
about the decline of manufacturing,
when we talk about the loss of decent-
paying jobs to China and other coun-
tries, let us understand that this year
alone the United States has had a $500
billion record-breaking trade deficit,
$500 billion more in goods and services
than we are sending out.

In 2003, the trade deficit with China
alone, one country, was $120 billion,
and that number is projected to in-
crease in future years. In fact, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers es-
timates that if present trends con-
tinue, our trade deficit with China will
grow to $330 billion in 5 years. | hope
those Members of Congress who told us
how great most favored nation status
with China would be, how great perma-
nent normal trade relations would be,
hear those numbers. $120 billion trade
deficit today. The expectation is that
in 5 years that number will be $330 bil-
lion.

Mr. Speaker, our disastrous trade
policy is not only costing us millions of
decent-paying jobs, it is squeezing
wages. It is squeezing wages, because
companies have now the opportunity to
easily go to Mexico or to China. They
are putting the squeeze on American
workers, and they are saying if you do
not take cuts in wages, if you do not
put more into your own health care
package out of your own pocket, we are
going to be going.

This trend of wage squeezing is most
apparent and most dramatic among
people who only have a high school di-
ploma who are now going out into the
labor market. They are seeing a huge
decline in wages today compared to
what the case was 20 years ago, and the
reason for that is obvious; 20 or 30
years ago there were factory jobs avail-
able that enabled high school grad-
uates to earn a middle-class standard
of living. Today those jobs are gone,
and they are only available at McDon-
ald’s, at Wal-Mart, and people cannot
make it on those wages.

I think, Mr. Speaker, if |1 were to
summarize what is happening in our
economy today, | think the easiest way
to do it would be to point out that not
so many years ago General Motors was
the largest employer in America. Gen-
eral Motors, with a strong union, paid
its workers and pays its workers today
a living wage, good wages, good bene-
fits.

But today, Mr. Speaker, the largest
employer in the United States of Amer-
ica is Wal-Mart, not General Motors.
That is the transition, from a GM econ-
omy of good wages, to a Wal-Mart
economy of poverty wages. Today Wal-
Mart employees earn $8.23 an hour, or
$13,861 annually, wages which are below
the poverty level. That is what is going
on in the American economy. Our larg-
est employer now pays workers wages
that are below the poverty level.
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Ironically, and pathetically, many of
these workers qualify for Federal food
stamp programs, which means that
Wal-Mart is being directly subsidized
by U.S. taxpayers. Wal-Mart, our larg-
est employer, has been sued by 27
States for not paying the overtime pay
their workers are entitled to, and some
months ago Federal agents raided their
headquarters and 60 of their stores
across this country, arresting 300 ille-
gal workers in 21 States. That is our
largest employer.

A recent study, and this is really in-
credible and an issue that | intend to
move vigorously on, a recent study in-
dicated that for every Wal-Mart Super
Store that employed 200 workers, tax-
payers were subsidizing these low-paid
workers to the tune of $420,000 per year,
which equates to about $2,100 per em-
ployee. Can you believe that? Wal-Mart
salaries and benefits are so low that
taxpayers throughout this country
have got to provide health care bene-
fits and food stamp benefits and hous-
ing benefits to supplement the patheti-
cally low wages that Wal-Mart, our
largest employer, is providing.

Now, here you add insult to injury,
Mr. Speaker. It turns out that while
the taxpayers of this country, the mid-
dle class of this country, is subsidizing
Wal-Mart, 5 out of the 10 wealthiest
people in America are in, yes, you got
it right, the Walton family, and the
widow of Sam Walton as well. So these
five people who own Wal-Mart are some
of the wealthiest people in America.
Each of them is worth about $20 bil-
lion. Five people owning Wal-Mart, $20
billion apiece, $100 billion for one fam-
ily, and, guess what? The middle class
of America is subsidizing their employ-
ees because they are paying their
workers poverty wages.

Now, if that makes sense to some-
body, please give my Web site an e-
mail. You tell me,
www.Bernie.house.gov. If that makes
sense to you, you e-mail that to me.
That is what the transformation of the
American economy is all about, the
loss of good-paying jobs, the creation
of poverty-wage jobs.

Mr. Speaker, not only has permanent
normal trade relations with China been
a disaster, but so has NAFTA. We have
an increased trade deficit with Mexico.
We have lost many, many jobs to Mex-
ico. The irony there is that people
might think, well, you know, NAFTA
was bad for workers in the United
States, but maybe it helped the poor
people in Mexico.

Well, think again. Think again.
NAFTA has been a disaster for the poor
and working people of Mexico. Since
1994, when NAFTA went into existence,
the number of people classified as poor
or extremely poor has risen from 62
million to 69 million out of a popu-
lation of 100 million. Since 1994, Mexi-
co’s agricultural sector, their rural
area, has lost 1.3 million jobs, which is
one of the reasons that we are seeing
an increase in illegal immigration.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, it did not take
a genius to predict that unfettered free
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trade with China would be a disaster,
which is why | and many other Mem-
bers in the House have opposed it from
the beginning. When you have dis-
ciplined, educated people in China
available to work at 20 or 30 cents an
hour, and with corporations having the
capability of bringing their Chinese-
made products back into this country
tariff-free, why would American cor-
porations not shut down their plants in
this country and run to China?
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It did not take a genius, frankly, to
anticipate that that would occur.

Now, Mr. Speaker, General Electric
is one of the largest corporations in
America, and here is what their CEO
Jeffrey Immelt had to say about China
at a GE investor meeting on December
6, 2002, and | put it up here on this
chart. | think it is so important that
the American people really should take
a strong look at this statement from
the leader, from the CEO of one of the
largest corporations in America, and
here is what he said: “When | am talk-
ing to GE managers,”” GE is a conglom-
erate, they have many separate compa-
nies, “When | am talking to GE man-
agers, | talk China, China, China,
China, China. You need to be there.”
And then he continues: ‘I am a nut on
China. Outsourcing from China is going
to grow to $5 billion. We are building a
tech center in China. Every discussion
today has to center on China. The cost
basis is extremely attractive.”

In other words, what Mr. Immelt is
saying very directly, and virtually
every other corporate head is saying,
maybe not quite as overtly, is we are
packing up, folks, and we are leaving.
Why should we pay American workers
15 or 20 bucks an hour? Why should we
allow unions to be formed? Why should
we obey environmental regulations
when we can go to China and have a
workforce in which if workers there try
to form a union, they go to jail. If they
speak up for democratic rights, they go
to jail. If they want environmental pro-
tection or worker safety, they go to
jail. What a fantastic place for Mr.
Immelt and his other CEO friends to
move to, and that is precisely what
they are doing. They are selling out
the working people of this country;
they are selling out this country en-
tirely.

Should anybody be surprised that
Motorola eliminated almost 43,000
American jobs in 2001 while investing
over $3 billion in China, or that it plans
to invest $10 billion there by the year
2006? Think about your State. Think
about your community. Is Motorola
building a new factory there? No, they
are not. They are off in China.

Who would be shocked that General
Electric has thrown hundreds of thou-
sands of American workers out on the
street while investing $1.5 billion in
China? From 1975 to 1995, GE elimi-
nated 269,000 jobs; and on and on it
goes.

IBM signed deals to train 100,000 soft-
ware specialists in China over 3 years.
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Honeywell is moving rapidly to China.
Should anyone be surprised that they
have built 13 factories in China, or that
Ethan Allen furniture has cut jobs at
saw mills in America and 17 manufac-
turing plants, including the State of
Vermont, as they move furniture man-
ufacturing to China? And recently, Mr.
Speaker, and this is very alarming,
very alarming news, General Motors,
one of the largest corporations in
America, they have announced that
they will be investing billions of dol-
lars in China in order to build and
manufacture automobile parts. Will
this be the beginning of the end of the
automobile industry? Will the auto-
mobile industry follow so many of the
other industries as it shrinks and
shrinks, and as our jobs go abroad,
good-paying jobs?

Mr. Speaker, as | think many Ameri-
cans know, just several weeks ago, the
chairman of the President’s Economic
Council, President Bush’s economic ad-
viser made the outrageous statement
that outsourcing in the long run is
good for the United States.
Outsourcing is good for the United
States. And their report suggested that
if products can be built cheaper in
other countries, why, that is where
they should be manufactured. What a
disgrace. So workers who are making
today 15 or 20 bucks an hour, well, yes,
the products that they manufacture
are going to be costing more to produce
than when they are made in China by
workers making 20 cents an hour. And
the President’s chief economic adviser
says, well, that is where they should be
manufactured. | think that is beyond
comprehension.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as bad and as
frightening and as disastrous as the de-
cline of manufacturing is in the United
States, there is another trend which is
taking place which might even be more
frightening. Now, over the years, from
the first President Bush to President
Clinton to this President Bush, from
corporate America, from newspaper
editorials, from defenders of our trade
policy here on the floor of the House,
what they told us is they said, well,
yes, in free trade, unfettered free trade,
there are winners and there are losers.
Yes, we might lose some of those blue
collar factory jobs; but do not worry,
America, because while we lose those
blue collar factory jobs, we are going
to be creating new white collar infor-
mation technology jobs that pay people
much higher wages than those blue col-
lar jobs that we are losing. That is
what they told us.

Unfortunately, as the American peo-
ple are beginning to learn big time, the
advocates of unfettered free trade are
wrong again. We now know that blue
collar manufacturing jobs are not the
only casualty of unfettered free trade.
We now know that we are going to see
and are seeing the loss of hundreds and
hundreds of thousands of good-paying
white-collar information technology
jobs, many of them going to India and
other countries.
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According to Forrester Research, a
major consultant on this issue, they
said, ““Over the next 15 years, 3.3 mil-
lion U.S. service industry jobs, $136 bil-
lion in wages, will move offshore.”” The
information technology industry will
lead the initial overseas exodus.
Among many other companies moving
high-tech jobs abroad is Microsoft,
which is spending $750 million over the
next 3 years on research and develop-
ment on outsourcing in China.

Recently, Intel Corporation chair-
man Andy Grove warned that the U.S.
could lose the bulk of its information
technology jobs to overseas competi-
tors in the next decade, largely to
India and China. In other words, Mr.
Speaker, not only has our unfettered
free trade cost us much of our textile
industry, our footware industry, our
apparel industry, our steel industry,
our tool and die industry, our elec-
tronics industry, our furniture indus-
try, and many other industries. It is
now going to cost us millions of high-
tech jobs as well.

Mr. Speaker, just last week, | sat
down in my office with eight workers
from the State of Vermont who work
for National Life Insurance Company,
and they told me that their jobs and
the jobs of many of their colleagues
will soon be going to India, and that in
the near future, they will be sitting
next to Indian workers and training
them on how to do their jobs. And that
is what is happening throughout Amer-
ica. Corporate America is selling out
not only blue collar workers; they are
selling out white collar workers.

According to the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley Business School, let
me quote from a study that came out
on October 29, 2003. This is the Univer-
sity of California Berkeley Business
School: ““A ferocious new wave of
outsourcing of white collar jobs is
sweeping the United States,”” according
to a study published by the University
of California Berkeley researchers who
say the trend could leave as many as 14
million service jobs in the United
States vulnerable. The study also indi-
cates that jobs remaining in the U.S.
could be subject to pressure for lower
wages.

And why would that be? Well, here
are some comparisons between wages
in the U.S. and India where a lot of
these high-tech jobs are going. In the
U.S., a telephone operator earns $12.50
an hour; in India, less than a dollar an
hour. A payroll clerk in the U.S. aver-
ages $15 an hour, while in India that
person makes less than $2 an hour. So
what we are beginning to see, what we
are beginning to see in occupations
such as medical transcription services,
stock market research for financial
firms, customer service centers, legal
online database research, payroll and
other back-office activities, what we
are now seeing is those jobs, often
good-paying jobs, are also heading out
of this country.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me be very
clear on several issues. | am not anti-
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Chinese. | am not anti-Indian. I am not
a xenophobe. I am an internationalist.
I am more than aware that 1 billion
people on this planet live on less than
a dollar a day, and | think that the
United States and the other countries
in the industrialized world have a
moral obligation to do everything that
we can so that children get the edu-
cation they need in developing coun-
tries, people get the health care and
the prescription drugs that they need,
that the water that people drink
around the world is drinkable. That is
our moral obligation. But in order to
help poor people around the world, we
do not have to destroy the middle class
of this country. There are other ways
to do that. And ironically, many of
these neo-liberal-type approaches are
being rejected in Latin America and
many other countries around the world
because they are not working. The IMF
approach, the World Bank approach are
being rejected in country after country
where governments are being forced to
cut back on education, health care, and
food subsidies. People do not want to
see foreign companies coming in, driv-
ing out locally owned manufacturing
and their locally owned business.

So the issue is not, do we help poor
people around the world. We do. But do
we do it in ways that do not destroy
the middle class in this country, and |
think we can.

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is we
have got to end the race to the bottom.
The goal of our economic policy should
be to lift up poor people in the world,
not lower the standard of living of
American workers. And, Mr. Speaker,
that is why, among other things, | have
introduced legislation which would ter-
minate, end completely, permanent
normal trade relations with China.
Trade in itself is a good thing, but it is
only a good thing when it works for
both sides. The New York Yankees do
not trade their number one shortstop
for a third-string, minor leaguer and
say, well, that is just trade. You trade
for equal value. And | believe that the
United States has got to negotiate
trade agreements with China, India,
any country on Earth that work for
them and work for us, but that are not
one-sided, that work only for the CEOs
of large corporations and work against
the best interests of the middle class in
this country.

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about
what is happening to the middle class,
when we talk about the loss of decent-
paying jobs, when we talk about the
growing gap between the rich and the
poor, we should also mention some-
thing that rarely, rarely gets discussed
on the floor of this House.
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That is, that the American worker
today is now working longer hours
than the worker in any other industri-
alized country. Over the last 30 years,
workers in middle-income, married-
couple families with children have
added an average of 20 weeks at work,
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the equivalent of 5 more months. Most
of the increase comes from working
wives, many more of whom entered the
labor market over this period, adding
more work, more weeks per year and
more hours per year; in fact, middle-
incomewise adding close to 500 hours of
work per year between 1979 and 2000.

Mr. Speaker, in my State and | be-
lieve all over this country, the Amer-
ican people are physically exhausted.
They are stressed out because they are
working not one job in many instances,
but two jobs, occasionally three jobs.
According to statistics from the Inter-
national Labor Organization, the aver-
age American last year worked 1,978
hours, up from 1,942 hours in 1990. That
is an increase of almost 1 week of work
per year. People are working today in
order just to earn enough money to pay
the bills, and they are becoming ex-
hausted.

Mr. Speaker, | have talked a little bit
about what is going on with the middle
class and the conversion of our econ-
omy from a growing and strengthened
middle class, where we did things like
manufacture real goods, to a shrinking
middle class, where Wal-Mart is now
our major employer, but let me now
talk about the people who are not even
in the middle class, people who are low
income. We have got to ask a question
about what is happening to the 11 mil-
lion Americans who are trying to sur-
vive on the pathetic minimum wage of
$5.15 an hour which exists here in the
Congress.

Now, can one imagine at that time,
when the President of the United
States and the Republican leadership
have provided hundreds of billions of
dollars in tax breaks to the wealthiest
1 percent, there has not been one word
of discussion about raising the min-
imum wage to a living wage? Tax
breaks for billionaires, but allow mil-
lions of low-income workers to try to
make ends meet on $5.15 an hour? What
an outrage.

Mr. Speaker, when we look at our na-
tional priorities, we have got to recog-
nize the national shame that in Amer-
ica today poverty is increasing, and we
have by far the highest rate of child-
hood poverty of any major country on
Earth. We are a Nation that gives tax
breaks to billionaires, but we have 3.5
million people who will experience
homelessness in this year, 1.3 million
of them children. What kind of prior-
ities is that? What kind of priorities do
we establish when millions of senior
citizens in America today are unable to
afford the outrageously high cost of
prescription drugs?

What about veterans, men and
women who have put their lives on the
line defending this country? Those vet-
erans today, if they walk into a VA
hospital or clinic, will more likely
than not be placed on a waiting list.
Tax breaks for billionaires, but we can-
not keep our promises to the veterans
of this country, many of whom came
back from war wounded in body and
wounded in soul, and now this Presi-
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dent is attempting to raise premiums
for our veterans, attempting to raise
the cost of prescription drugs for our
veterans. What sense of decency is
that? What kind of priorities are that
when you say, yeah, if you are a mil-
lionaire or a billionaire, we give you a
tax break, but if you are a veteran who
put your life on the line defending this
country, sorry, we just do not have
enough money to take care of you?

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about the
health care crisis in America, obvi-
ously it goes well beyond the problems
facing our veterans. We have got to be
honest and we have got to acknowledge
that our health care system today is in
a state of crisis, and we have a lot of
information on that issue and on pre-
scription drugs on our Web site, which
is www.Bernie.house.gov. The reality
in terms of health care is that today 43
million Americans have no health in-
surance at all, and more and more peo-
ple are underinsured, higher and higher
premiums, higher and higher copay-
ments  and higher and higher
deductibles.

Mr. Speaker, to my mind, the only
solution to the growing crisis in health
care, the escalating costs, the fact that
more and more people are uninsured or
underinsured, is for the United States
Government to do what every other in-
dustrialized country on Earth has
done, and that is establish a national
health care system which guarantees
health care as a right of citizenship to
every man, woman and child. It is mor-
ally unacceptable that when a worker
loses his or her job, that worker can
find himself without any health care,
and if injury occurs or an accident oc-
curs, that person can go bankrupt pay-
ing off the medical bills, see their cred-
it destroyed and, in some cases, never,
ever recover financially from those
health care bills.

Either health care is a right of all
people, or it is not. Either we provide
the best health care in the world to the
rich, or we say that everybody in
America should have health -care
through a nonprofit, cost-effective, na-
tional health care system.

The irony here, Mr. Speaker, is that
some people say, well, that is a great
idea, good idea, everybody should have
health care; we cannot afford it.
Wrong. Our system or our nonsystem
today is by far the most wasteful and
bureaucratic in the entire world. Mr.
Speaker, we spend twice as much per
person on health care as do the people
of any other country on Earth. It is not
that we are not spending enough
money, it is that this is a system
geared toward profit-making for the in-
surance companies and for the pharma-
ceutical industry rather than in pro-
viding cost-effective quality care to all
of our people.

Study after study have shown that if
we move toward a single payer na-
tional health care program, we can pro-
vide good quality health care to every
man, woman and child without spend-
ing a nickel more than we are cur-
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rently spending because we are going
to get rid of all of the bureaucracy, and
all of the bill collectors, and all of the
advertising and all of the CEOs making
exorbitant salaries. We are going to
put health care dollars into health
care.

Some people may say, well, Bernie,
you know, good idea, but you are way
out of touch with the American people;
they like the current system. Wrong.
Absolutely wrong. A recent ABC poll
indicated that 62 percent of our popu-
lation said that they would favor a sys-
tem of universal health care financed
by the government, paid for by the tax-
payers, as opposed to the employer-
based system we now have.

The American people want change.
They are tired of this irrational, waste-
ful, bureaucratic health care system
which is causing so much pain in
America where elderly people cannot
even fill the prescriptions their doctors
are making, and President Bush’s
Medicare proposal is not going to help
them; where people today are getting
sick, and they cannot walk into a doc-
tor’s office because they cannot afford
the deductible, and some of those peo-
ple are dying; where doctors now are
telling us that the patients they are
seeing are far sicker than used to be
the case because people just do not
have health insurance.

Mr. Speaker, given the very serious
problems facing our country, and espe-
cially the middle class, it is appro-
priate, | think, to ask what President
Bush and his administration have done
to address some of those problems.
What are their priorities? What are
they doing to increase wages in Amer-
ica, to expand the middle class, to
lower poverty, to make sure that all of
our Americans get the health care that
they need? | found it ironic that when
the President gave his State of the
Union Address, he had almost nothing
to say about health care, almost noth-
ing at all, and the reason is that he is
not doing anything on health care, that
he is tied to the insurance companies
and the drug companies who make
huge contributions for his campaign,
for the Republican Party, and, in fact,
they are not prepared to address the
very serious problems facing the mid-
dle class of this country.

Not only has the President and the
Republican leadership provided hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in tax
breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires, people who contribute heavily to
their campaigns, they are making it
now more difficult for workers to join
unions and earn higher wages. They
have incredibly pushed an agenda
which would deny overtime pay to
some 8 million Americans. Now at a
time when workers are forced to work
longer and longer hours, and many of
their income depend on that overtime
pay, the President wants to deny some
8 million Americans the overtime pay
that they are getting today.

Interestingly enough, we are seeing
some bipartisan concern about the rap-
idly escalating deficit, which this year
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will be over $500 billion, and our na-
tional debt, which is now at $7 trillion.
Some of you may have heard the other
day that Alan Greenspan, the Chair-
man of the Fed, he has a response to
this growing deficit. Greenspan, who
supported hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in tax breaks for the wealthiest
people, who supported the President’s
tax proposal, which in a decade will
cost us $1 trillion, he has a solution to
the problem. His solution is let us cut
Social Security, let us cut Medicare. In
other words, tax breaks for billion-
aires, run up a deficit, and then you
deal with the deficit crisis by cutting
back on the cost-of-living increases for
our seniors in Social Security and in
Medicare and making the retirement
age when people receive Social Secu-
rity later and later. | think that is an
outrage.

That is why | have asked the Presi-
dent, who appointed Mr. Greenspan to
his position, that is why | have asked
the President to fire Mr. Greenspan.
You do not support policies which give
huge tax breaks to the rich, run up the
deficit and then tell the elderly and the
sick that they are the ones who will
have to balance the budget.

We should be very, very clear that
these tax breaks, not only are they, in
my view, immoral in terms of pro-
viding scant resources to people who do
not need them, while we have children
sleeping out on the street, but, in fact,
what they are doing is leaving a ter-
rible legacy for our children and our
grandchildren. Think for a moment
about the morality of tax breaks for
people who do not need it today and
telling our kids and grandchildren that
they are going to have to pay off that
debt either in higher taxes or in cuts in
such programs as education, veterans’
needs, affordable housing and many
other needs facing the middle class.

But, Mr. Speaker, let me tell you
something else. 1 think that there is
more behind this than one would ini-
tially think, and | think that there is
really an ulterior motivation in driving
up this deficit, in driving up the na-
tional debt, and | think we heard Mr.
Greenspan tell us what it is. If this
President drives up the national debt,
what we will be hearing in years to
come is we cannot afford to retain
those government services which pro-
tect the middle class, protect the sen-
iors, protect the sick, protect the chil-
dren, protect low-income people.
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In my view, Mr. Speaker, this Presi-
dent is the most extreme, reactionary
President in the modern history of this
country. And | think that he and his
right wing friends want to bring us
back to the 19th century, when ordi-
nary people had almost no rights at all.
I think behind their driving up the na-
tional debt is their desire to cut back
and eliminate one program after an-
other which the middle class and work-
ing families of this country depend
upon.
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Greenspan now says, well, let us
lower COLA benefits for seniors. Let us
raise the retirement age. Ultimately,
in my view, and | speak only for my-
self, | think they want to destroy So-
cial Security completely and privatize
it. And then, if they are successful, the
day will come where if you are a senior
citizen and you do not have a lot of
money and you did not invest well, or
the stock market goes down, you know
what, you do not have anything.

I think they want to privatize Medi-
care, not just cut back. And if they are
successful in doing that, what happens
if you are a low-income senior who is
quite sick? Do you think there are pri-
vate insurance companies who are
going to provide benefits to you? Why?
They cannot make any money out of
you.

These people want to eliminate the
minimum wage. There are dozens and
dozens, if not a majority of Repub-
licans on the floor of the House, and
Alan Greenspan, | should add, who not
only do not want to raise the minimum
wage above $5.15 an hour; they want to
abolish the minimum wage. Their be-
lief is that if an employer can get
somebody to work for them for $2 an
hour, government should not be in-
volved.

There are people who want to weaken
environmental standards so that our
children have to breathe more and
more pollution.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude my re-
marks by suggesting that if any of the
Members here want more information
on any of these issues they can find it
on my Web site, bernie.house.gov.

———

TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH BENSON
FORER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEARCE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATSON) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, | stand
to commend a great citizen and a con-
tributing member to the betterment of
family life in the greater Los Angeles
area. Her name is Elizabeth Benson
Forer. She is the chief executive officer
and executive director of the Venice
Family Clinic.

The Venice Family Clinic is the larg-
est free clinic in the Nation, providing
services to 18,500 people in 93 patient
visits. Ms. Forer joined the clinic in
1994, and under her leadership, board,
staff, and volunteers have doubled the
clinic’s capacity and capabilities. The
budget has gone from $5 million to $14
million and additional sites have been
added. Sites most recently in place in-
clude a teen clinic on the campus of
Culver City High School, a primary
care facility located at Mar Vista Gar-
dens, and a public housing project, all
sites that she founded.

Ms. Forer holds a Master’s degree in
Social Work and Public Health from
Columbia University. Prior to coming
to the Venice Family Clinic, she served
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for 5 years as executive director of Set-
tlement Health and Medical Services, a
nonprofit community health center in
east Harlem, New York. She also di-
rected a department at the Metropoli-
tan Hospital in New York City, where
her mission was to make the hospital
more accessible to local residents.

As Venice Family Clinic’s CEO and
executive director, she reports to the
board of directors, which guides the de-
velopment of services and fund-raising.
She also is responsible for the adminis-
tration of the clinic’s 220-member staff
and 1,900 volunteers.

Ms. Forer is currently a board mem-
ber of the Community Clinic Associa-
tion of Los Angeles County and the
secretary and founding board member
of the National Association of Free
Clinics. Through these organizations
and her direct advocacy work, Ms.
Forer is involved at the local, State,
and national levels in developing
health care legislation and policy ini-
tiatives that will help people with low
incomes and no health insurance.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Elizabeth
Benson Forer for her commendable
works and her commitment to families
in our greater Los Angeles area.

——

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 20 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

——
O 2005
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PEARCE) at 8 o’clock and
5 minutes p.m.

———————

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION ACT OF 2004

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, the Committee on Ways and
Means, the Committee on Science, and
the Committee on Resources be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3850) to provide an exten-
sion of highway, highway safety, motor
carrier safety, transit, and other pro-
grams funded out of the Highway Trust
Fund pending enactment of a law reau-
thorizing the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I simply ob-
serve that there is included in this leg-
islation a 2-month extension of the ex-
isting 5-month extension of the surface
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